Remarks 

The Examiner's reconsideration of the application is urged in view of the amendments 
above and comments which follow. 

In Section 2, the Examiner has objected to the drawings under 37 CFR 1.83(a) 
asserting that the drawings fail to show every feature of the invention specified, specifically 
the invention claimed in claim 32. In addition to the various figures detailing the features of 
the helically wound strip (i.e.. Figures 1 to 8 and Figures 1 1 to 16), the subject matter of 
claim 32, namely a concrete composite pipe is clearly represented by Figure 18. This should 
be sufficient for compliance of 37 CFR 1 .83(a). 

In Section 3, the Examiner has objected to claim 17 asserting the expression "the 
second interlocking component" lacks proper antecedent basis. The expression in question 
has been connected to read "the female interlocking component". The error is regretted. 

The Examiner has objected to claim 18 asserting it is not clear what a "parallelepiped" 
is. The term "parallelepiped" is a standard mathematics/geometry term and would be readily 
understood in the art. It is defined in most dictionaries. A rectangular parallelepiped is 
known in everyday parlance as a rectangular box. The semi-rectangular parallelepiped is a 
further derivation of this shape and is clearly defined on page 9, line 8 through 14 and is 
represented in Figure 7. In view of this, it is unclear what additional information the 
Examiner is looking for. 

In Section 4, the Examiner has rejected claims 1-3,5-16, 19, 22, 25-28 and 31 under 
35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,977,931 to Menzel. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's rejection. 

In the present invention, the strip clamps terminate in the region of the undercut, 
whereas in Menzel, the clamps extend to adjacent rib reinforcements. As such, in Menzel, 
the clamp does not specifically apply clamping force in the region of the undercut, but rather 
applies this force principally in the vicinity above the undercut (i.e. where the male portion is 
at its widest point). Closer examination of the Menzel configuration does not reveal the 
application of force specifically in the region of the undercut, as recited in claim 1, and 
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certainly not beneath the undercut as recited in claims 12 and 3 1 . This is largely due to the 
fact that the clamp in Menzel extends to adjacent rib reinforcements, and therefore, there is 
no structure (i.e. clamp end or termini) that specifically serves to pinch the undercut or 
regions below. It would seem this ultimately results in a weaker structure. Consider that 
under extreme loads, deformation of the male/female joint by forces translated through the 
clamp could in fact cause a reduction in clamping pressure in the vicinity of the undercut as 
the clamps in Menzel do not specifically engage in this region, but rather the enlarged or 
bulbous region above it. Furthermore, independent claims 12 and 31 recite that the male 
portion includes a web - Menzel does not have an appreciable web. In view of the foregoing, 
Applicant submits that the present invention is not anticipated by the Menzel reference. 

In Section 5, the Examiner has rejected claims 12-18, 23, 24, 25 and 28 under section 
35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by JP 59165714 to Hirose. It would appear that 
incorporating the feature of the integral reinforcement rib (claim 1 9) into independent claim 
12 would serve to distinguish the claim, and any dependent claims thereof over this reference. 
The feature of the integral reinforcement rib has thus been added to claim 12. 

In Section 6, the Examiner has rejected claims 20 and 21 under 35 USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Menzel '93 1 in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,862,924 to Kanao. In 
view of the above arguments used to distinguish the present invention over Menzel, the use of 
Kanao is moot as Kanao does not address the deficiencies noted above. The materials used in 
the construction are secondary to the structure, and clearly the structure of the present 
invention distinguishes over that of Menzel. 

In view of the foregoing, it is therefore submitted that the application is now in 
condition for allowance, and the Examiner's further and favorable reconsideration in that 
regard is urged. 
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As this response is being sent during the sixth month following the Examiner's Office 
Action, an appropriate Petition for Extension of Time is also submitted herewith. 



September 19, 2005 
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